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Responses to Comments from the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 

23-1. The commenter’s opinions about the need for a statewide review of issues relating to
biosolids management are noted.  No response is necessary.

23-2. The requested correction has been made to the draft EIR, at the beginning of the final
paragraph on page ES-3 and other occurrences:

The California Association of Sanitary Sanitation Agencies (CASA) . . .

23-3. The commenter’s preferred spelling is noted.

23-4. As acknowledged, under current law, more restrictive local ordinances and laws may
supersede federal and state regulations.  However, the statement refers to the authority of
those local governments to take such measures.  Should that authority no longer exist, that
portion of the proposed GO would not have any bearing.  But, in accordance with Provision
No. 12, the remainder of this proposed GO would remain valid.  The  text of proposed GO,
Finding No. 17 of Appendix A, now reads: 

This General Order sets minimum standards for the use of biosolids as
agricultural, horticultural, silvicultural, or reclamation site soil amendments and
does not preempt or supersede the authority of local agencies to prohibit,
restrict, or control the use of biosolids subject to their control, as allowed under
current law.  It is the responsibility of the discharger to make inquiry and obtain
any local governmental agency permits or authorizations prior to the application
of biosolids at each site.

Please see Response to Comment 14-7.

23-5. This portion of the proposed GO and draft EIR has been changed.  The text for the 10th

bullet on page ES-9 of the draft EIR now reads:

no application or incorporation into the soil is permitted when wind may
reasonably be expected to cause airborne particulate to drift from the site the
application of biosolids containing a moisture content of less than 50 percent is
prohibited;

This change, along with an incorporation requirement, addresses drifting pathogen dust
issues.  Also see Master Response 9.

23-6. The comment is noted; no response is necessary.
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23-7. The requested correction has been made to the draft EIR in the first impact on page 3 of
Table ES-1:

Potential soil degradation at recreation-area apploication application sites

23-8. See Master Response 2.

23-9. See Master Response 4.

23-10. See Master Response 4.

23-11. See Master Response 4.

23-12. See Response to Comment 18-7.

23-13. See Response to Comment 1-4.

23-14. See Master Response 4.

23-15. See Master Response 7.

23-16. See Master Response 8.

23-17. See Master Response 11.

23-18. Special-status plants and animals are listed in Tables F-1 and F-2 in Appendix F of the draft
EIR.  The sources of the lists are included at the end of the tables.  The requirement for
conducting biological resource surveys on properties that have been left fallow for more
than one year has been retained.  Many special-status species in California are capable of
recolonizing tilled land when it is left undisturbed for one year.  The SWRCB does not
intend to place such a severe hardship on landowners, such that biosolids application will
be discouraged.  But it is dedicated to complying with federal and state law requiring
consideration of adverse effects on sensitive biological resources as it uses its discretionary
authority.  Also see Response to Comment 22-1.

23-19. Mitigation Measure 8-1 on page 8-4 of the draft EIR is modified by adding the following
statement at the end of the paragraph:

There are several species of pupfish in southern California.  Their current
occupied habitat is confined to several small springs, Salt Creek and the
Amargosa River in southern Inyo and northern San Bernardino counties in the
vicinity of Death Valley National Monument, and San Felipe Creek and the
Salton Sea in Imperial County.  Exact locations of habitat can be found in Moyle
et al. 1989.  
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The decision to increase the setback from 100 feet to 500 feet is based on a knowledge of
surface soil and geologic conditions in southern California desert areas and professional
judgement.  Conditions exist in these areas where very coarse surface soils are underlain by
relatively impermeable subsurface layers, promoting lateral rather than vertical movement
of groundwater.  Where these conditions might exist adjacent to and upslope of isolated
water bodies occupied by pupfish, it would be prudent to allow an extra buffer to protect
this sensitive species from groundwater contaminants, primarily nitrates.  The knowledge
that these conditions exist in isolated parts of the state is sufficient scientific justification
for providing the extra margin of protection.  It is not expected that this requirement will
be an unfair or untenable burden on existing or future land application operations.

23-20. The text for page 10-5, last paragraph, first sentence in the draft EIR is revised as follows:

The proposed GO also prohibits the release of any visible airborne particles
from the application site during biosolids application or during incorporation of
biosolids into the soil.  The proposed GO also requires biosolids to be at least
50 percent moisture and to be incorporated within 24 hours in arid areas and 48
hours in all other areas. 

Also see Master Response 9.

23-21. See Master Response 5.

23-22. See Master Response 5.

23-23. See Master Response 5.

23-24. The term “near land residential uses” is intended to refer to predominantly residential
neighborhoods along surface streets and highways.  A specific quantitative definition is not
practical.  It is assumed that trucks delivering biosolids and those making deliveries to
agricultural operations will use the same routes.

23-25. RWQCB staff members are routinely required to make independent risk assessments of
contamination.  Therefore, assessment of whether the biosolids application under the
proposed GO will contribute to existing nitrate contamination in groundwater should not
pose any undue burden on RWQCB staff.  In addition, it is general knowledge which
groundwater basins have widespread nitrate contamination.  In practice, land application
projects subject to Mitigation Measure 13-1 are those proposed for areas with existing and
acknowledged nitrate problems.  Consequently, there would be a limited need for RWQCB
staff members to make independent judgments regarding the need for protective measures
beyond those contained in the proposed GO. 

23-26. Table 15-1 has been modified and is included as Appendix C to this document.
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23-27. The SWRCB and RWQCBs regulate biosolids under Section 13274 of the California Water
Code.  That portion of the code does not exempt any class of sludge products from being
subject to regulation.  As proposed, the GO is not proposing to regulate products applied
at usual rates.  However, SWRCB staff believes that biosolids applied at higher loading
rates is more likely to be a dumping operation than an application for legitimate farming or
other soil use application.  Such applications are cause for environmental concern.  Finding
No. 2 has been rewritten to more clearly state this issue.  The text of the proposed GO, as
found in Finding No. 2 of Appendix A, now reads: 

EQ biosolids may not necessitate regulation in the future.  However public
acceptance it is believed that tolarge scale useshas indicated the need for
currently require oversight at this time, regardless of the actual threat to water
quality while done at agronomic rates and using best management practices.
Accordingly, this General Order can be applied to such sites to ensure that
biosolids are being properly used of and not an activity of unregulated dumping
necessitates that t. This regulatory tool may be used to regulate material that is
land applied at a high loading rate to discourage poor management and reduce
risk to the public and the environment.

23-28. See Response to Comment 23-27.

23-29. See Response to Comment 16-18 and Master Response 11.

23-30. Comment noted.  The definition of tailwater has been changed.  The text of the proposed
GO, as found in Finding No. 3(an) of Appendix A, now reads: 

Tailwater:  Excess water resulting in a discharged offsite to a surface water
bodies body and resulting from crop irrigation.

23-31. It is true that the National Research Council recommended sampling for certain SOCs in the
next National Sewage Sludge Survey.  However, no survey has been started for such
pollutants.  See Response to Comment 1-4 regarding SOCs.  

The SWRCB and RWQCBs regulate biosolids under Section 13274 of the California Water
Code.  That portion of the code does not exempt any class of sludge products from being
subject to regulation.  As proposed, the GO is not offering to regulate products applied at
usual application rates.  But, the SWRCB staff believes that sludge products applied at
higher loading rates can be more of a disposal operation than an application for legitimate
farming.  Such applications are cause for environmental concern.

23-32. See Responses to Comments 14-3, 14-5 and 14-17.

23-33. See Master Response 4.
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23-34. See Response to Comments 5-1. 16-28, 23-5, and 23-20, and Master Response 9.

23-35. See Response to Comment 21-80.

23-36. See Master Response 6.

23-37. Using the risk-based cumulative pollutant loading limits for biosolids (contained in Part
503.13 Table 3) to control land application of high-quality biosolids, when applied at higher
loading rates, is not a misapplication of the risk-based limits.  When biosolids are loaded
at rates higher than the rates assumed by EPA, pollutants in soils may build up rapidly
toward those levels established by the cumulative pollutant loading rate.  No evidence has
been provided that indicates differences between the metals in exceptional quality biosolids
and biosolids not qualifying as Exceptional Quality (except differences in concentration per
unit volume of biosolids).  The EPA risk assessment assumed 100% metal availability.
There is a risk that higher quality biosolids could be applied at rates high enough to create
a hazard.  Also, for including background pollutants, see Response to Comment 14-19 and
Master Response 4 regarding molybdenum.

23-38. The setback for agricultural buildings, except occupied onsite residences which is now listed
at 50 feet, has been omitted.  However, the setback for a domestic well is consistent with
the CWEA manual cited in the comment.  Also see Master Response 3.

23-39. See Responses to Comments 18-7 and 21-85.

23-40. Comment noted.  Grower is now defined in the proposed GO.  The text of the proposed GO,
as found in Finding No. 3 of Appendix A, now includes Grower as follows:

o.  Grower: Person or entity primarily responsible for planting, maintaining and
harvesting or allowing the use of crops and/or range land for domestic animal
or human use.

Provision 7. has been written as follows:

The discharger shall be responsible for informing all biosolids transporters,
appliers, and growers using the site of the conditions in this General Order.

23-41. Comment noted.  Staging is now eliminated from the list of items to be identified on the
required map in the Pre-Application Report.

23-42. Comment noted.  This portion of the text of the proposed GO, as found in the Pre-
Application Report of Appendix A, now reads as follows: 
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A separate Pre-Application ReportThe section below must be filled out for each
different biosolids’ source.  If additional space is required, copy this section and
attach.

23-43. PCBs, aldrin/dieldrin, and some semi-volatile organic compounds, as discussed in the
National Academy of Sciences Peer Review (NASPR), were detected in more than 5 percent
of the samples.  NASPR’s recommendation was to obtain more data on those pollutants in
sludges.  Fecal coliform is still in the table, but not required unless applicable (Class A).
The test for pH is required for evaluation of lime stabilized material.  Soil sampling is now
clarified so as to not include PCB, pesticides, or SOCs.

23-44. When groundwater is within 25 feet of the ground surface and the applier intends to make
multiple applications over time, monitoring for compliance with agronomic applications is
desirable and not believed to be an economic burden.

23-45. How biosolids destined for the land application site is handled can have a direct effect on
compliance.  Handling material and storing it, as necessary, is something that all biosolids
projects need to consider before the start of operation.  Accordingly, such information is
required in the proposed GO.

23-46. This information is now in the Notice of Intent.  It also remains in the Pre-Application
Report for cases where the original information has changed.

23-47. This requirement has been removed.

23-48. See Response to Comment 16-41.
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